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The communication of information is as important to today's 
society as the transportation of people and goods was in an 
earlier era. California's economy and civic life, perhaps more 
than those of other state, are dependent on the availability 
of sound, well managed, and reasonably priced telecommunications 
and information resources (e.g., computers and data banks). 
Like every other element of industrial infrastructure, 
telecommunications and information resources, to be used 
effective , must be planned and organized to meet both "global" 
and local needs. 
overseas, for example, national governments are making 
substantial investments in time and personnel to develop 
comprehensive telecommunications and information resource 
These national utilities will be the foundations of 
new "information economies." In the u.s., many local governments 
and states are similarly committed to development of advanced 
te cat systems. 
'shearing will investigate what local, regional, and 
state governments in California are doing to exploit 
telecommunications and information resources. It will also 
lore poli and planning options available to the State of 
Ca ifornia as it enters an "information age." 
Local and Reqional Policy and Planning 
Increasingly, cities and counties in California are enlarging 
traditional public works departments and cab franchising 
offices to seize the opportunities offered by emerging telecom-
munications services and a volatile regulatory environment. 
Notable among cities moving in this direction have been Palo 
Alto, Mountain View, Palo Alto, Santa Cruz, Santa Monica, 
Pasadena, and Los Angeles. Santa Monica, for examp , recently 
authored a master plan for cable communications that foresaw 
cable as the infrastructural foundation of a local "information 
economy." Pasadena this month began strategic planning for 
telecommunications, just as it plans for housing, industrial 
development, and other municipal infrastructure. The City of Los 
Angeles this year established a Department of Telecommunications 
to manage that city's enormous telecommunications requirements. 
At the county level, among others, Count s of 
Sacramento, San Mateo, and San Diego have conducted planning for 
telecommunications or encouraged their cities to prepare 
consolidated local plans for telecommunicat 
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has 
been a particularly active proponent of onal planning for 
telecommunications. SCAG is completing a two-year study of the 
benefits attainable in the L.A. Basin by replacing the 
transportation of people and things with the telecommunication of 
information. SB 1395 (Alquist), as amended in Utilities and 
Commerce Committee and as passed by both houses, would have 
appropriated $1 million in 1985 to implement at t two 
regional telecommunications planning ects (one the North 
one in the South). 
State Policy and Planning 
Comprehensive public planning for telecommunications services 
began overseas in Canada, France, Germany, Sweden, Britain, 
Australia, and ,Japan, where ministries effect ly planned for 
telecommunications information resources to produce 
impressive national information utilities (e.g., 's 
Telidon, Britain's Prestel, France's Te 1 Germany's ISDN 






In the U.S., st"ates have pioneered planning for teleconununi-
cations and information resources. For example, the neighboring 
states of North Carolina and South Carolina have each created new 
fices for information resource management; Alaska now has an 
office of information technology resources; and New York is on 
verge of establishing a formal Department of Telecommuni-
cations with broad policy and planning responsibilities. (In 
tember 1984 New York Governor Cuomo authorized that state's 
urban development corporation to solicit bids for a statewide 
videotext service.) Minnesota is now recruiting a 
telecommunications officer for its important state planning 
agency. 
The the State of California, on the other hand, has no single1 
capable of making telecommunication and information 
policy, advising the Governor on related policy matters, or 
rating the State's extensive telecommunication and information 
systems in a unified fashion. 
The Of ce of Telecommunications (OT) and the Office of 
Information Technology (OIT) , located in separate departments and 
answerable to dif rent cabinet-level officers, have major 
operational and lesser policy responsibilities in the 
telecommunication and information resource fields. Their 
management efforts have not always been complementary. 
Other departments further fragment telecommunications and 
nformation policy and planning responsibility in California 
state government. The Department of Justice operates the state 
criminal-information system. The Department of Banking 
regulates, to some extent, electronic banking. The Department of 
Consumer Af irs enforces several laws pertinent to the sale and 
s of telecommunication and information products and 
ces; it also represents the people of California before the 
Public Uti ties Corr~ission, the Federal Communications 
ssion, the courts. 
Legi!lative History of the Issue 
1 governments and associations of 
the lead in formulating teleco~nunication 
lls introduced in the last session of the 
ture (AB 3312, Moore; SB 1395) would have directed the 
to facilitate th~se local activities. AB 2353 (Moore), 
ill introduced last session, would have required local 
to inc a "telecommunications element" in their 
s. AB 3704 (Moore), a bill held pending the passage 
of cab legislation, would have established planning 
lines local cable television franchisors. 
3 
Bills were also introduced in the last session of the 
Legislature to put the state's own telecommunications house in 
order. One of these bills (AB 3312, Moore) would have 
amalgamated in a single department several state agencies which 
now have overlapping responsibility for telecommunications and 
information resource management. The Administration chose not to 
support this legislation. 
However, the Governor did sign AB 2368 (Moore, Ch.972, 
Stats.l984), calling upon the Legislature and the University of 
California to begin planning an institute for telecommunications 
and information policy research. 
Questions of interest to the Committee include: 
• What should public policymaking and planning for 
telecommunications and information resources within public 
agencies entail? 
• What should be the respective roles of local, regional, and 
state governments in setting policy and planning for 
telecommunications and information resources? 
• Are there models for public telecommunication planning 
agencies, among those mentioned in this background paper or 
elsewhere, that are particularly appropriate for local, 
regional, and state governments in California? 
• What are the comparative advantages of "top-down" pla.u~ing 
for California's future telecommunications and information 
resources (for, by example, state government) and 
"bottoms-up" planning (by local and regional governments)? 
Can the two be coordinated? What would be required for 
their coordination? 
• What resources can the state supply, either directly (as 
through facilitation grants) or indirect (as in aid to 
educational institutions training es 1 personnel) , to 
encourage local and regional policymaking and planning for 
telecommunications and information resources? 
Prepared by 




UTILITIES AND COMMERCE 
Gwen Moore, Chairwoman 
Museum of Science and Industry 
Exposition Park, Los Angeles 
October 29, 1984 
CHAIRWOMAN GWEN MOORE: If I can have your attention we 
are going to get started. We are expecting a few more members to 
join us. As the members come in, I will introduce them. 
Members, invited guests, and members of the public, planning 
is nothing new for local, regional, and state level agencies of 
government. Planning for telecommunications and informational 
resvurces is the foundation of our future society. Today's 
hearing is designed to explore what policymaking and planning for 
telecommunications and information resources entails at the state 
Jevel, given so much attention this year and also within the 
local jurisdictions where so much progress has been made. 
Our witnesses are all experts in policy and planning for 
telecommunications and information resources, though each 
sents a particular unique perspective. I am hopeful that 
out of this exchange of opinions and sharing of insights, this 
committee will better prepared to understand the situation of 
local, regional and state planners, and if necessary, to draft 
legislation to keep California on the leading edge of efficient, 
effective government through the use of telecommunications and 
informational resources. With that, we will start with the 
panel. 
I am going to suggest that we have the four people under 
local and regional policy and planning all come together at the 
table and maybe we can get same dialogue going between you, as 
well as your individual presentations. With that. we w1ll have 
the first panel come forward. We are now being joined by 
Assemblywoman Teresa Hughes of Los Angeles and Assemblyrnan Nolan 
Frizzelle of Orange County. 
Why don't we start with Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG) to kind of give us an overall reg]onal 
picture and then we will work our way down to the local. Why 
don't you introduce yourself for the record? 
MR. BEN STANSBERRY: I am Ben Stansberry. I am a 
Councilman in Beverly Hills. I am also a Member of the SCAG 
Transportation and Communications Committee. I am here today to 
represent SCAG. It is a pleasure to speak to you today on behalf 
of SCAG and I thank you for the opportunity to do so. We 
appreciate the vision you and this committee have shown in 
addressing the rapidly changing field of communications. 
As part of today's testimony you will several 
outstanding examples of local telecommunications planning in the 
SCAG region. We applaud these and other cities for their 
foresight and want to encourage all cities to follow suit; yet it 
is absolutely essential that telecommunication planning not stop 
at a municipal boundary. 
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Regional planning has long been considered important in 
traditional areas such as transportation, air quality, water 
supply, and economic development. It is equally important in the 
area of telecommunications. Our present and future 
telecommunication infrastructure is no less regional in scope 
than our transportation infrastructure. Optimal design and use 
of that infrastructure, combining different technologies where 
appropriate, will require regional cooperation in both the public 
and private sectors. Further, the potential impacts of recent 
advances in telecommunications technology on transportation, 
energy, air quality, land use, education in particular, and 
economic development are certainly regional in scope and should 
be addressed at that level. 
SCAG, to our knowledge, is unique among councils of 
government in its aggressive and early added adoption of 
telecommunications as a formal area of regional planning. Our 
work began more than two years ago with an evaluation of how 
telecommunication could reduce the need for travel through 
telecommuting and teleconferencing and thus, reduce auto 
emissions and improve air quality. We found those potential 
effects to be of sufficient magnitude to include 
telecon~unications as a long range mitigation strategy in both 
our air-quality management plant and our regional transportation 
plant. 
In addition, we conducted a "televote" demonstration in 
which programs dealing with controversial issues of regional 
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importance were aired on television and radio in English and 
Spanish, and the audience was invited to vote its opinion by 
telephone. We found this use of telecommunication technology to 
an effective means of bringing regional concerns to the public 
and obtaining broad-based feedback. During these past two years, 
we have become aware of numerous additional issues and have 
expanded our program beyond its original focus on traffic. 
Just last month, for example, SCAG sponsored a one-day 
seminar involving sessjons on the regional telecommunication 
infrastructure, regional public-sector applications of 
telecorr~unications, and regional impacts of telecommunications. 
The seminar co-sponsored by the USC Annenberg School 
Communications and the Southern California Cab Association, 
attracted mo.re than 100 public and private sector professionals. 
It may be interesting to note that we also had a teleconferencing 
rcia the House whP: they were in the middle of H.F. 4103 
negotiations and did that 1 
CHAIR.WOI·LJ\N !viOORE: 
, while 
Who set that up? 
MR. S'l'A.NSBERRY: Howard Gan set that 
was ng on. 
This 
broadening of scope is very much apparent our nearly completed 
strategic plan designed to serve as a dynamic 
SCAG's telecornrnunicat s planning forts over 
s. This plan contains the following ectives 






2) Facilitate the establishment of a regional public sector 
interconnection. 
3) Determine the implications of telecommunications for land 
use, economic development, and transportation policy. 
4) Optimize public investments by making more efficient use 
of current investment in telecommunication networks, 
libraries, schools, hospitals, transportation; and by 
making informed trade-offs in infrastructure investment 
decisions based on changes in business and real estate 
development induced by new telecommunication usages. 
5) Become a broker between public and private sectors and 
encourage effective public-private partnerships. (I 
include in this group the semiprivate institutions such 
as, the marriages between cable companies and telephone 
companies.) 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Would you go back and say that one 
again for me? 
MR. STANSBERRY: Yes. If you like I will say it all day 
long. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I am very much interested in those 
kinds of marriages. 
MR. STM~SBERRY: The marriages between telephone 
companies and cable companies are, this year, the subject of a 
great deal of debate from one end of the country to the other. A 
month and a half ago there \vas two-day seminar in Washington held 
on this subject with all the heads of telephone companies and 
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cable companies who came together to discuss all the various 
aspects of how they would share profits, how would they do 
leases, who would be responsible, who would do the service, and 
so on. No longer are we a country of adversar s in that case: 
people are beginning to seriously consider the way this marriage 
can work. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I am sure it is not a shotgun kind of 
situation. 
MR. STANSBERRY: No, it's a very practical situation. 
The primary goal of all of us (and that includes the private 
sector as well as the public sector) is to build a network which 
is used properly and returns its investment, whether it is public 
dollars or private dollars. 
The truth of it is there is not enough money in the 
entertainment alone to pay off the cable enterprise and t.hat is 
they are reneging on their promises all over the country, 
that is why they are dropping back to 50-channel ity -
because they simply cannot sell more than 50 channels of 
entertainment and they can't make money out of anything else but 
entertainment. So, that is limiting the telecommunication 
network. 
Conversely, the telephone company understands what is 
happening in the data world and vo -transmission world and is 
increasing their capacity, but it is starting from the center 
city and from the central business district and working out. It 
knows how to make money in the central business district, in an 
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institution or business network. It doesn't know how to make a 
sufficient amount of money to take this telecommunication network 
to the home. 
If you take those and combine them and combine their 
income, income from entertainment and data and telephone voice, 
you have enough revenue to pay off the investment. I think that 
both of these institutions understand this now and both are 
moving towards that combined goal. I think the good news for the 
government is that when they do it, there will be excess capacity 
and the excess capacity then will give us that open 
telecommunication network that we want to do all the public, 
educational, and government access. I am glad you let me amplify 
that because that is really why I am here today. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: The only problem now, though, is that 
I can see the people out there wanting to come up and explain 
their point of view. I see Pac Bell coming unglued and I see the 
cable people jumping up and down back there. But I think that, 
certainly, as you described it, it is something we are moving 
towards. I am not so sure that world is that near in California 
yet. 
MR. STANSBERRY: We are trying to do it in Beverly 
Hills. We are working with Pacific Bell (and have for the last 
nine months) to build a business and institutional network, 
starting from that point outward. We are opening discussions 
with Group W Cable to put them together with Pacific Bell for the 
combined network. The City of Palo Alto has [interrupted]. 
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CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Was an institutional network part of 
your cable service? 
MR. STANSBERRY: No, our cable system franchise has not 
been discussed with Group W officially yet. They are not up for 
another year and a half. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: So, it is not a part of their 
original bid for the franchise ••• [interrupted] 
MR. STANSBERRY: They haven't done anything. They are 
just sitting with 29 channels. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Okay. They have the franchise now 
for Beverly Hills. 
MR. STANSBERRY: That's right. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I guess my question is: in their 
initial franchise, there was no agreement they would build an 
institutional network? 
MR. STANSBERRY: No, 15 years ago when they arranged it, 
no one knew what that was. Institutional networks are an 
outgrowth of data which in turn was an outgrow of how to carry 
signals over a hill. There was none of that before. 
What we are looking at now is exemplified by what's 
happening in Wisconsin. In a city on the outskirts of Milwaukee, 
Brookfield, Wisconsin Bell has contracted with the cable 
franchise holder and the cable franchise holder will have 
Wisconsin Bell build the system. Then it will lease it from 
Wisconsin Bell. The city has agreed to that. So, the city is 
really a third party. 
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The City of Washington, D.C., is working with Chesapeake 
and Potomac (C&P Telephone System) to build the cable network. 
Again, that telephone company has no intention to be involved in 
the program content. So, there will be a cable franchise program 
operator. 
The same thing is happening in Palo Alto, where the City 
of Palo Alto has selected, for contract negotiations, two cable 
companies, one of which is a co-op. Those cable companies, in 
turn, are carrying on dialogue with Pacific Bell to build the 
system and then lease it back to the cable company that gets the 
contract. This is more of what we are talking about. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Regarding the Palo Alto system here 
in California, do you see a similar kind of arrangement that 
could be made? Aren't there some legal questions that center 
around the C&P and Washington, D.C., situation? Aren't there 
st1ll some things that need to be ironed out in light of H.R. 
4103? 
MR. STANSBERRY: The thing that needs to be ironed out 
is who really won the franchise. When you look underneath the 
trouble in Washington, the trouble in Brookfield, and the trouble 
in Palo Alto, you will find cable companies, previous franchise 
holders, and smaller companies carrying out lawsuits trying to 
reestablish the right to be the franchisee. But there is no 
issue left after H.R. 4103 about telephone companies• ability to 
build the system or operate a system so long as they are not 
involved in the information that goes through it: so long as 
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there is someone else. Also, the government is forbidden to be 
involved in the free-speech entertainment side of the 
programming. So, there will always be a need for a cable 
franchise operator, be it a co-op, be it nonprofit, or be it the 
ordinary cable company we see today. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: One last question. In H.R. 4103 in 
its final form, did you support it? 
MR. STANSBERRY: Yes indeed. I wanted to say something 
here that relates to your AB 512. I made certain that all of the 
negotiating team, at least at the National I~ague Cities, had 
AB 512 and all of my notes on it, and I believe that California 
is probably more responsible than anyone for the final form of 
H.R. 4103. I thank you and your committee and your work for 
doing that. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Thank you. I didn't solicit that, 
really. (laughter) 
MR. STANSBERRY: It's a fact. r) 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Mr. Frizzelle. 
ASSEMBLYMAN NOLAN FRIZZELLE: I would like to ask a 
stion relating to technology as much as anything else. I have 
a continuing and haunting concern regarding the potential for 
government, i:1 some way or other, to stifle the lopment of 
technology that could do things that we do not envision. 
I am concerned that if we link up and give contracts to 
one or another cable company with a technology that is there, and 
make it in any way a kind of irrevocable arrangement with Pacific 
- 10 -
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Bell or General Telephone or whatever the phone company is, that 
neither will be pushed by competition to further advance 
technology to better serve needs that our communities may have. 
Government in the mix has a tendency to freeze, at some point or 
other, the use of investment dollars creating other kinds of 
technology. 
MR. STANSBERRY: I think there is a good logical answer 
to that. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: What is it? 
MR. STANSBERRY: Our government without any wisdom split 
up the telephone company. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: I underline and applaud that 
statement. 
MR. STANSBERRY: What happened, though (which is just 
luck) - by splitting them up we now have seven very aggressive 
regional operating companies. They are going to accelerate this 
kind of change in telecommunications more than AT&T would have 
done and more rapidly. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: To what extent does the 
ratepayer end up paying for that? 
MR. STANSBERRY: Well, the ratepayer is going to end up 
paying for building a new telecommunications infrastructure in 
any event. What I am trying to do is ••• [interrupted]. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: Well, now wait a minute before 
you go past that point. To the degree that cable is involved in 
sting dollars, those were not subsidized dollars to any 
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degree and they were not rate based to any degree. To the degree 
that they become a part of the mix and carry a burden of some of 
this research and development, it is quite possible the ratepayer 
would not pay ••• [interrupted] 
MR. STANSBERRY: Let's look at it from a point of view 
of logic. I think if you start there it gets a little easier. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: I am hoping that. 
MR. STANSBERRY: The telecommunication system of 
tomorrow is absolutely identical for television, voice, and data. 
They will all be digital. They will all be at a very high band 
rate, (transmission rate) and they will be packeted, which means 
that they will go in little bundles with their addresses on the 
front, so that you can chunk them all through the same line as if 
it was long freight train, and then break up the cars at the 
other end and get people their information. What that means is 
that your call to your mother-in-law, the call between two 
computers, and video are all going to go the same pipe. 
We could finance these independently so that the 
telephone system just extended itself into tomorrow and did its 
own rate structuring governed by the PUC, and the cable companies 
independently would go out and do their system. But they would 
then have to fund their systems with pr te dollars, tax paid, 
and then put a premium on them for the risk return on 
investment. So, they would paying above prime interest and we 
would be building two systems. I cannot see this country going 
through this exercise of building duplicate systems to go to the 
- 12 -
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same place when one will suffice. If we combine the two we do 
two things: we have one network system and one basis of 
financing, and that basis of financing is tax exempted. Also, 
because it is controlled by the PUC in the way that I envisioned 
it, it has a flexible payoff schedule. In other words, you go 
and apply to the PUC. You can accelerate your depreciation or 
you can stretch it out, depending on the particular needs. We 
have government interaction to make sure they don't run away with 
the store. This is a very sensible kind of balanced system that 
I can foresee. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I don't want to get bogged down with 
that. Since we've got other witnesses, why don't you go ahead 
with your testimony? 
MR. STANSBERRY: Okay. SCAG also wants to monitor and 
contribute to legislative, regulatory, and judicial decisions 
about telecommunication. We want to explore broad-based 
incentives to accelerate the development of the 
telecommunication's infrastructure. With this background in 
mind, I would like to address some ways in which the state and 
regional planning agencies can cooperate to achieve these 
objectives. 
First, let me commend the State I.egislat:ure in general 
and this committee in particular for their vision in proposing 
telecommunication legislation. Irrespective of the final outcome 
legislation, we commend you for such bills as AB 1348, 
Moore Universal Telephone Service Act, establishing a fund 
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from which to subsidize lifeline telephone service for low-income 
households. (I would like to add at this point that if you do a 
single system with packet switching in a digitized system, 
universal service falls out of it automatically. You would have 
very economical transmission of individual calls on that new kind 
of combined system.) 
AB 2353 (Moore) recommends the inclusion of 
telecommunication as a permissive element in the general plan of 
the local government. AB 2368 (Moore) establishes legislative 
intent to develop the California Institute for Telecommunications 
and Information Policy Research on a University of California 
campus. AB 3312 (Moore) creates a state Department of 
Communication. AB 3316 (Moore) directs the California Energy 
Commission to study the effect of teleconferencing on fuel 
consumption. You have been very active. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: It sounds all right. 
l-1R. STANSBERRY: In addition to these worthy 
initiatives, we hope you will continue to pursue a number of 
specific actions the state might take to further our regional 
telecommunjcntion planning efforts. 
SCAG is currently regarded by many publ and private 
agencies as the regional focal point for telecommunication 
planning. We believe we can enhance that role, continuing to 
serve all communities in our counties, by providing valuable 
generic information to other regions. The state could formalize 
that role by designating SCAG the regional telecommunication 
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information and planning center of Southern California, with 
direction and funding to prepare and present to the Legislature a 
biennial regional telecommunication plan, and to collect and 
widely disseminate information about telecommunication to the 
public sector. 
With demonstration funding we can pursue pilot projects 
and studies of statewide significant such as a hospital 
interconnect; a demonstration use of telecommunication for job 
training and education; a regional microwave tower-siting study 
for the collocation and sharing of microwave facilities; a 
demonstration teleconferencing network for local governments; a 
study of existing and evaluation of the practicality of 
neighborhood work center, the telecommuting. These are the types 
of things that we can do. 
ASSE~ffiLY~~N FRIZZELLE: Could I ask who pays for all 
this new bureaucracy you are advocating? 
MR. STANSBERRY: What we are advocating is a role for 
collection of information and dissemination to governments 
and small governments, local governments, in a way that they can 
understand it. There's an essential missing gap, a missing link 
right now in what's going on. People don't know how, in the 
ty, to update their telephone system. There is no information 
lable about the many sources they can rely on to do that. 
That kind of an information clearing house is what we are talking 
about. 
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We are suggesting that SCAG is big enough and has a big 
enough jurisdiction to do it on a statewide basis, based on local 
information, and then give that information back to the state. 
It might be worthwhile for the state to fund that. I don't think 
it is a great deal of funding that we are talking about. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: What would you be talking about in 
terms of funding? 
MR. STANSBERRY: I will refer that to Renee Simon (SCAG 
Deputy Director of Transportation Planning.) They didn't give me 
a number to tell you today. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Okay. 
MR. STANSBERRY: But it is an information collection and 
dissemination study that we are talking about, not actively 
physically doing anything. 
The fact is, dramatic changes are and will be taking 
place in our society due to telecommunications, with or without 
government involvement. We can stand on the sidel s and let 
the chips fall where they may or we can work to bring about 
regionally efficient solutions while preserving benefits for 
those the marketplace tends to neglect. SCAG intends to take the 
latter proactive role and we are confident the state will join us 
in working toward that end. We want to discuss these and other 
potential avenues of cooperation in 1 with you. 
Again, we thank you for the opportunity to testify today 
and we look forward to continuing the dialogue you have opened. 
Thank you very much. 
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CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Thank you for comments. We will 
probably have a couple more questions for you at the end, so why 
don't you stay where you are and let's just go down the line. 
The rest of the panel represents cities that are and 
have been involved in doing the kinds of things that we are 
talking about, planning and looking at telecommunications and 
operations on a local level. So why don't we just go down the 
line and start with the City of Pasadena. 
MR. VICTOR LARUCCIA: My name is Victor Laruccia. I am 
a Telecommunications Administrator for the City of Pasadena. 
While Ben was discussing what SCAG is involved with, I was 
reminded of the process we are going through now in terms of 
telecommunications planning. 
In his last question, Mr. Frizzelle asked who pays for 
all of this extra bureaucracy. I would like to underline 
something here. I am not sure how much bureaucracy we are 
talking about, but the City of Pasadena, without having any 
planning facil ies that we can turn to, is paying for that. We 
are paying for it ther in poor service or a lack of facilities 
in the future. I am not sure which way we are going to make our 
trade-off. Let me just give you an example. 
As I began my comments here, I wanted to talk about our 
strategic planning process. I wanted to give you a little 
background so you can understand how we got there, but it occurs 
to me that you might be interested in knowing that at the very 
same time telecommunications planning got started in the City of 
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City of Pasadena, which was with our RFP process for our major 
cable system, the city was also going through a fferent kind of 
planning. It's the normal planning I think most cities have gone 
through in terms of telecommunications infrastructure today. 
The city was preparing an RFP for a phone switch. The 
city has had several of its own phone switches for a long time. 
The one in City Hall was totally outmoded and the city was trying 
to figure out how to deal with its outmoded switch and how to 
improve the cost basis for that service. 
At the same time the city had decided that it was going 
to do something about that, we had a citizens' coromittee out in 
the community that was designing the RFP for the cable system. 
It was very involved, very long, and complex process. It took 
over three and a half years. It's not the st time the city 
had an introduction to cable. The city had two small cable 
systems prior to that RFP. The new citizen involvement was a 
major difference. The two prior franchises had been 
practically arbitrarily. There had been no city hearings; there 
had been no citizens involvement; there had been no planning 
participation. 
Whether I or any of us agree with the kind of planning 
that the citizens con~ittee did, the of matter is that 
it involved a lot of participation and it kept people 
involved for three and a half years. In , it kept those same 
people involved to the point where they want now to be involved 
in the strategic planning process. Citizen involvement is not 
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bureaucracy. Who knows where the money comes to fund that? we 
are not paying for it. At the same time that that planning 
process is going on, the city is looking in its norma] fashion to 
the vender for planning on how to bring in a new phone switch. 
The vender disappeared in the middle of the planning. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Wait. Let me ask you a couple of 
questions so that we can more easily follow you. First of all, 
what kind of annual budget does Pasadena have? What kind of 
telecommunication expenditures are we looking at? 
MR. LARUCCIA: The city as a whole, both from its 
general fund, its state and federal revenuesr has about a $160 
million budget. I think the general fund averages about $16 to 
$20 million. No one knows what our telecommunications budget is. 
No one knows exactly how to identify what the telecommunication 
facilities are. That's one of my jobs - to find out what we 
have. No one has ever said what's telecommunication in the city. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: What's your voice? Do you have any 
idea what your voice bill is? 
MR. LARUCCIA: No I don't. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: You said that you have a private 
switch. 
MR. LARUCCIA: We have several. The Rose Bowl has one, 
conference center has one, the City of Pasadena, the City 
Hall has one, and there are a couple others. What I mean is 
se are on-site, these are on-premise switches. The city owns 
two of those. We have just purchased a National Telecom switch 
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for City Hall which has 75 external lines and 450 internal lines. 
We still don't know what it is costing us, but this is the point 
I want to underline. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Did your vendor plan these or 
did ... ? 
MR. LARUCCIA: That's what I was saying. When the 
process started there was the phone company. The phone company 
had an agent who was always there to help plan with the city for 
its service. In the middle of the planning process the phone 
company breaks up. It isn't that the vendor disappears, it's 
that the vendor now is standing at the door along with five other 
people. They are all saying, "we have a better service," and the 
city has no facility for comparing what the five different 
vendors are coming to the door with. The city has only now 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Did you close the door on your old 
vendors? 
MR. LARUCCIA: No, the city went ahead and bought. a 
switch. There's been some pain in accommodating to the new 
switch. The expenses were not very well understood when we were 
ing into it. We are only now beginning to realize that there 
are a lot of hidden costs. We have to figure out where that 
comes from. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: You are listed as the 
telecommunications officer. 
MR. LARUCCIA: Administrator, that's right. I was hired 
at the end of the cable process. 
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CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: When was this? 
MR. LARUCCIA: I came on board in December of last year 
(1983) and the contract was signed two weeks before. The 
contract was put in its final state with the cable company two 
weeks before I came on board. The City Council had decided that 
they needed someone to help the city decide on what its 
telecommunications infrastructure was, what it cost, what it was 
going to do with it in the future, and what kind of 
telecommunications services the city could get from its cable 
company - and if not from its cable company, where else? There 
was no one on board who could say anything about any of that. We 
had someone who was handling phones, someone who was handling 
computers. In the police department we had people handling their 
own computers; they had their own microwave system, radio was 
handled by someone entirely differently. We had six different 
agencies, each of which had its own telecommunications 
infrastructure, handled like deaths are handled. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: We invited you here because of your 
unique position of knowledge. 
MR. LARUCCIA: Let me tell you what my position amounts 
to. My position amounts to, basically, beginning the planning 
process for the city as a whole. The reason that I was brought 
on was because our council and our senior management recognized 
that in fact something needs to be done -- that we are facing 
major changes, and those major changes need to be dealt with from 
city perspective. What I have as an agenda is planning the 
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ity's telecommunications growth and accommodating that through 
t strategic planning process. For me it's a very interesting 
moment precisely because it will involve the comn1unity as a 
whole. The strategic planning is looking, as we all are, to the 
year 2000. What will we do in the next 16 s? 
The decision made for the particular cable company that 
we have right now, the major franchise, was essentially based on 
alJ the promises that were made. This was the first ime that 
our city as a whole had encountered those promises in terms of 
some vast expansion of services that will transform society, but 
no one even knows what that means. What our city senior 
management wanted was to have someone say, what does that mean in 
real language? When we compare it with our streets, what does it 
mean? When we compare it with public sa 
When we compare it with housing, what does 
set our priorities? 
s mean? 
mean? Where do we 
One of the things it does mean, is c izen lvement 
a large con~unity education program. We 11 go through and 
p what happens to City Hall in conjunction with happens 
to our citizens, our businesses, the community as a whole. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Let me take a moment here to 
introduce Assemblywoman Cathie Wright from Simi Val in the 
LA County area Ventura County. Okay, go And while 
're focused on that, let me ask you, do you think that voice 
data communications ought to be central 
in the same area, and if so, why? 
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housed or operated 
MR. LARUCCIA: Yes, I do think so, because as Ben 
Stansberry says, it will ultimately be the same network but there 
are organizational problems to begin with. We're essentially 
dealing with cities that I think operate on a 19th-Century mode. 
It's a 19th-Century mode of organization, a 19th-Century mode of 
technology. The organizational problems, I suspect, are probably 
going to be more difficult than the funding problem. My personal 
opinion is, yes, not that they should be centralized but that the 
information about usage should be easily located by all 
interested parties and there should be no decisions that are made 
without that information being present. So whether it's a 
coordination effort or a central control effort, it's essentially 
a planning problem that we're looking at. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Well since we're here from the state, 
what role do you see for the state? What relationship do you see 
between the state and local government? 
MR. LARUCCIA: Well I had been very grateful for the 
help that I've got from your staff members on this committee 
already, but I will say that it's really not enough. There has 
to be a way to legitimate the process itself. When last year I 
received a copy of the legislation for telecommunications 
planning as part of the general plan, I was very pleased. It got 
attention ins City Hall. We will probably adopt some 
telecommunications planning element. Even though it's an 
expensive process, I think our management, policy makers realize 
that it's the necessary thing to do and we will not go through 
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the strategic planning process without looking at that very 
carefully at the same time. 
Nonetheless, it would be very good to have guidelines 
from the state level, it would be very good to have research from 
state level, would be very good to know that we have some 
way of coordinating our efforts not only in the region, but 
statewide. It would be terrible to have a network that couldn't 
connect you to anything outside of it. Obvious City of 
Pasadena can try to take of its internal needs. We have 105 
buildings, we have some major operations the city, so sure we 
can handle that. It won't us a who , though, if 
we can't get in and out of the city with that. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Do you see any form of p ing or 
any portion of operation that could best done on the state 
level? 
MR. LARUCCIA: Yes, I think abso ly. 
Pasadena, as you probably are already aware, is 
economy, and so resists strongly the poss 





sity, its economy is in its , and that's one of the 
reasons why we're going through strategic planning. There is a 
strong sentiment that our future is our hands. On the 
other hand, it would be very useful t.o know that in an anarchic 
iod, there is some of saying, "these are guys, and 
se are bad guys, these kinds vendors can deal with, 
se kinds of vendors it's dangerous to deal II se are 
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types of services that are being used in other places in the 
state, these are the kinds that we would recommend. I see those 
as being important functions to have at the state level. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: So you see the role being more of an 
information providing resource rather than operating entity? 
MR. LARUCCIA: The policies made by the city have 
essentially been toward the market. The decisions for the cable 
company, for example, was based on what our city board felt were 
the strongest market forces. On the other hand, I think that it 
would be important to have certain kinds of guidelines. Again, 
it would be disastrous to have a network with protocols that 
don't match up with anybody else. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Along that line, would the City of 
Pasadena have been willing to give up the opportunity to buy its 
switch, to instead buy into a statewide network similar to that 
proposed in CalCom? 
MR. LARUCCIA: I think that the city would have been 
willing to do anything that would have provided it the level of 
service that it wanted at a cost that was less than what it's now 
paying. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Mr. Frizzelle. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: I think that first, this 
servation needs to be made. You made the statement that it was 
almost impossible for you to understand either what costs were 
involved or what guidelines were credible. Many of those costs 
may ultimately have to be picked up in the rate base, one place 
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or another. That's one reason why the state is grappling with 
s issue in the first place. But, I'm wondering if we did come 
up with the kind of thing that Ms. Moore mentioned, regarding a 
state guideline or anything of this nature, is there a way that 
local options could operate within that to some extent? 
instance, you have a different problem than other parts 
state, maybe a different mix cliente , maybe physical 
If, for 
the 
problems are somewhat different in one way or another, mountains 
or transmission problems or something or other; it might well be 
that you would qualify for some variation that was not according 
to the specific state standard one way or another, or vendors 
might not be as appropriate for you. Can you picture a way in 
which that kind of flexibility could be given, even if the state 
did establish guidelines and recommendations? 
MR. LARUCCIA: I think there are models for that 
already. We have right now on our ballot an issue that would 
allow the city to make contracts with spec 1 ed vendors for 
equipment that may be unique to that vendor. city now has 
lines that it set up for making contracts which require a 
open bidding process. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: So what 're saying is that. 
s le-source bidding is an answer to the st that Mr. 
Frizzelle is raising? 
MR. LARUCCIA: I'm saying there s a model. I think 
that if we had guidelines for setting up, for examp , a bidding 




Let me tell you something about what we're looking at in 
terms of the planning process. As Ben has mentioned in terms of 
his town, Beverly Hills, we've also been approached by the 
telephone company. We also know that our cable company will not 
survive on subscriber revenues for entertainment, we know that --
that's a fact. We also know that the City of Pasadena is one of 
the highest traffic switching centers in the telephone company. 
There's a lot of stuff that's traveling there already. We know 
also that no single user will be able to develop its own network. 
It will require some type of resource sharing, and that's an area 
I see as being very critical. The City is going to have a 
resource that it's going to be able to share with other users. 
This is going to be basically public, private networks. 
We are looking at a granting process right now that is 
so narrowly geared to the public sector that it's difficult to 
find a way in which we might share something with the private 
sector. 
ASSEt1BLYMAN FRIZZELLE: This is what concerns me. 
Research and development dollars could flow into the private 
sector if indeed they could obtain specified contracts that 
varied from the state guidelines or regional guidelines in light 
of specified circumstances. I'm anxious that we be able to 
the ongoing advance of technology. 
MR. LARUCCIA: Let me tell you something, my suspicion 
is that that's being addressed in any case. It's difficult in 
our city where we have ••• 
- 27 -
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: We don't control everything, but 
we're thinking in terms of controlling everything. 
MR. LARUCCIA: Well I'm not sure that is the 
st term to use. We're talking about what I think of as a 
different stage. We're talking about resource-sharing. It's not 
very often that we as government face the necessity of creating a 
whole new resource that would be shared by anybody. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Let me see if I can put Mr. 
Frizzelle's question in another perspective. We're talking about 
shared resources. Who's going to control access to those 
resources? 
MR. LARUCCIA: What we're hop for is universal 
access. We want universal access to these networks. Otherwise, 
what we'll have in our city is a situation in which most of the 
benefits for those resources are constantly ltering to those 
who have the top dollar. It seems to us in Pasadena that we have 
to have a network that allows as much access as poss 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: So you're saying that users would 
the ones who wou actually control use of network? 
MH. LARUCCIA: Somewhere there has to be a sharing of 
control, yes 
CHAIRWO~iliN MOORE: Well, I'm try 
ared controJ.. 
to stand this 
MR. LARUCCIA: Let me give you an example of a possible 
situation. The city would like a universal re and alarm 
system. There aren't that many fire and alarm companies that 
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would provide us that kind of service, that would provide the 
kinds of security that we want, that would provide us the kinds 
of maintenance that we want. The city could create an enterprise 
in which the city ran the system, but whoever came in to handle 
the technology could control the technology. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: So what you're basically saying is 
that the control of the system would be limited only by the 
resources that were available. 
MR. LARUCCIA: Yes. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Okay, that's very idealistic, that's 
good. 
MR. LARUCCIA: Well I think that that's what's behind 
our strategic planning process, although it's not up to me to say 
because it will be citizen-driven. But we know, for example, 
that JPL (Jet Propulsion Laboratory) can't afford a local area 
network that it really wants. It's building piecemeal; it's 
serving its purposes. Cal Tech has major data positions and they 
11 simply include it in ... 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: So, what are you doing? You're 
a survey of all the potential large users in the area of 
Pasadena? 
MR. LARUCCIA: I think that's what we'll develop through 
planning process. We will have that survey and 
se assessments and hopefully have some market development come 
out of that. 
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CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: So, you might st on a state 
level some kind of state planning process? We might llow the 
same kind of process by taking needs assessment of the local 
MR. LARUCCIA: If there was support for that, you would 
find these needs to be very similar. A lot of those needs could 
be served by the same processes. Unfortunate , it takes a lot 
of money to find out what those processes are. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Has SCAG already acquired some of 
this information and assessed the needs of s member cities and 
counties? 
MR. STANSBERRY: We have acquired some of that, but we 
want to get deeper into it. That's one of the reasons we suggest 
that we do it on a state-sponsored basis. I'd like to address 
The system of the future that we see is a fiber 
optic-type interconnected system, with an unl ted ity. 
You're not worried about who is going to vie for a particular 
channel (and that's the trouble with bui a 55-channel 
entertainment system, there's nothing le all of these other 
things we're talking about.) If you put to mind a system 
th an unlimited amount capac lity to send 
prodigious amounts very factor 
is not a problem. Then you find some things fall out of it that 
are very natural and that I believe should state policy. 
Universal service becomes a natural fal t when the service 
provided to individual lifeline-type people is at almost no cost. 
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CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Mr. Frizzelle. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: If you live in a very rural area 
it costs you a whole lot more to get hooked up into the main 
line. Wouldn't we run across that same kind of a situation where 
a fee structure would have to be predicated on some kind of a 
usage potential? If you had large corporations, cities, or large 
entities within the cities you would have a usage factor that 
made an expense justifiable. If on the other hand you didn't 
have that large usage potential, at least not initially when you 
wanted to hook up, you might be discouraged from hooking up 
because of the initial cost, unless you invited all the other 
people who are already on the line to pay the cost for 
individuals hooking up. If you deal with a universal service, 
you can also deal with a universal hookup. In other words if 
the •.• 
MR. STANSBERRY: No, I'm not saying that -- I'm saying 
that with the telephone company and the cable systems working in 
conjunction with each other, the state mandates that every single 
residence hooks up because they're going to have the shared 
revenue. Let me explain what happens. 
If you share income on this whole system, then people 
send enormous amounts of data, the IBM's and the other people 
send enormous amounts of data, the cable company itself 
each picture is in essence an enormous amount of data, 
a bulk-rate discount. They send so much that they really pay 
ir ir share. We are back to what amounts to a natural 
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access charge rather than an arbitrary FCC-regulated access 
charge, a very natural access charge. You do that with a rate 
structure which gives benefits to the lifeline and the rural 
people at the bottom and puts the extra burden for that expense 
on the top. It's compensating for their bulk discount. 
ASSEMBLY~..AN FRIZZELLE: In some countries they have a 
novel idea that everybody pays for what they get. I understand 
what you're saying and it sounds like a very nice reasonable 
thing to do, but .•• 
MR. STANSBERRY: When you stop and think about it, those 
large customers also want to have access every once in a while to 
that rural customer. They should pay their fair share of that, 
and I think that it is fair to distribute it. What I'm telling 
you, though, is that if you look at two curves, one of which is a 
bulk-discount rate starting from universal service on up to huge 
computers talking to each other, and you give a bulk discount and 
then unbalance that a little bit, not much but a ttle bit, you 
will then have the resources left over to take care the rural 
people and the lifeline. This weighting of the average is a very 
natural thing to do. I think that the enemy of all of this is 
bypass, that's the real enemy because it creams the real money 
off the top. I don't care whether the s is individual 
companies going one to another or MCI's or the State of 
California. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: How are you going to prevent 
that? 
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MR. STANSBERRY: What you do is you have one large 
system. If you're going to do a bypass, then you have to be 
responsible for your own network at both ends as well. If you 
intend to bypass and then come back into the system then you have 
to pay an access charge to get in. And I think you then have a 
level playing field. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: You rent the access in the sense 
of .•. 
MR. STANSBERRY: No, you just simply have a toll gate 
for getting back in if you've been outside, and I think that 
makes it a level playing field. I'm not sure that. MCI and 
Sprint-type people belong there or survive economically in a 
level playing field. I think they're only there because the 
system has been skewed by the access burden that we put on local 
services. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: I don't want to take this too 
r afield because I think the financing business is quite 
important. But for the sake of our staff and our considerations 
what's on the tape here, we have, as you know, been 
considering in the past the state establishing its own system. 
MR. STANSBERRY: Right. 
ASSEMBLYMAJJ FRIZZELLE: And to the degree we do that, we 
cause a massive bypass to a certain extent because the state has 
all kinds of stuff in there. Separating that out changes the fee 
structure quite a bit for everybody involved. 
MR. STANSBERRY: I'm concerned about that. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: Well, everybody ought to be 
concerned about it. In essence, we would have caused a big 
bypass situation and escalated the rest of everybody else's fees 
and cost - but we would only have done that because everybody 
else is not paying their full cost to start with. 
MR. STANSBERRY: That's why I'd like to have one 
universal system. I'm afraid that if the state builds a bypass, 
that the state will end up paying more money than they have saved 
somewhere else in the system -- either establishing lifeline 
credits or whatever. Ultimately, our customers, the citizens of 
the state, would end up paying the bill. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Ben, I'm going to ask you to move 
along so we can get back and let Mr. Laruccia ... 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: We're hitting very strongly on 
this particular point Madam Chairman. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Okay, but I don't want to spend a 
who long time .•• 
ASSEMBLY~~l FRIZZELLE: It illustrates what his thesis 
is regarding ••• 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Okay, but I think we have to let him 
tell us what his thesis is. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: Well he has told us, except for 
the fact of who's going to pay for it. 
MR. STANSBERRY: Mr. Frizzelle is doing nicely. In the 
we're going to pay for it all anyhow, and what we're trying 
to find is the most cost-effective way to take care of this 
entire state network, public and private. 
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CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Why don't you sum up your comments 
and then we'll go on. 
MR. LARUCCIA: I suspect that in the City of Pasadena 
there will be some major changes that will occur. Our 
policymakers have decided that they would like to help shape 
those changes now. Despite the fact that we may not have enough 
knowledge, they feel that that knowledge is available, if not in 
the community then elsewhere, and we'll do what we have to do to 
get it. We would prefer that to be cost-effective; we would 
prefer not to have to reinvent the wheel. It may turn out in the 
next year and a half that that's exactly what we've done, but I 
think that our board of senior staff and the citizens who turned-
out in droves at our kickoff forum are willing to go through 
that. 
The process itself turns out to be very very important. 
We suspect the strategic planning effort will create the 
next generation of leaders in the city. We're hoping that those 
are the who will take whatever suggestions or 
we come up with and find the best ways to use 
We understand your concerns very well, but one of the 
we're expecting is that capital is going to be 






we don't have more people who are going 
fact we can support our own economy internally, 
not have to go elsewhere. One of the ways we do 
is by making sure that we have as large a usage of whatever 
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stem comes to our town, and that the city looking at the 
citizens' welfare puts that welfare inside the planning. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: We'll go to Wally. 
MR. WALLY SIEMBAB: I'm Wally Siembab. I want to thank 
committee for inviting me here today. I want to qualify a 
l bit. I do telecommunications planning for local 
government and I think the discussion has been quite all around 
in terms of what telecommunications planning really is. It's 
worth taking the time to qualify. I think that the cities need 
to move through strategic planning for the information society. 
I'm not talking about the cities being concerned only about their 
own uses of telecommunications, and I'm not talking directly 
about creating telecommunications networks. I am talking about a 
tradition of planning that extends back to the planning law 
created in the beginning of the century. 
We had an industrial society in which there were slums 
resulting from investment, there was congestion in tenement 
, land development without public sector services like 
and sewers, there were structures bui with no minimum 
and no relationship for lot lines, there was a lack of 
, there were incompatible adjacent land uses, and so forth. 
I was into this unregulated and unrationalized land market that 
c s introduced basic land-use controls. What we're talking 
, if we're taking the information society seriously, is a 
le set of parallel issues. 
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Now, there is a lot said about the information society 
in some circles -- circles we all travel - but' not a lot of it 
lters down to local cities, not in my experience anyway. I 
don't work in Pasadena and I don't work in Beverly Hills where 
there is a lot higher consciousness about these things. With 
few exceptions, local governments are unaware of the 
opportunities and the problems that accompany the information 
society. They're used to dealing with housing and land use, and 
not used to dealing with this. As Victor pointed out, we are 
talking about 19th-Century machinery here. Because of that 
situation, I think the state can play three very important roles 
in supporting local government's participation in planning for 
the information society. They are (1) to mandate, or at least 
encourage, a telecommunications or information planning process. 
I think it would have many of the virtues that Victor pointed 
out, including widespread citizen participation and education and 
awareness the issues. I think that •.• 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Even further than what we've done in 
as a part of the planning element? 
MR. SIEMBAB: Yes, I would say. I think that (2) a 
process should defined where the guidelines can be established 
1 1 (3) some sort of financial and technical support 
be so that it can be implemented. 
Now to a possible telecommunications element 
1 plan, I did a little bit of homework and found 18 
taken from various state laws. They include 
mass trans traffic circulation, amount of automotive 
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p 
irculation, scenic highways, a lot of automotive-related 
elements, which of course has to do with the industrial 
it makes perfect sense. But I didn't find any that had 
to say about an information or telecommunications 
, except of course, for AB 2353, which failed, and I don't 
cities are going to do this voluntarily because they don't 
the situation they find themselves in. A 
telecommunications plan would allow cities to set goals in 
relation to the information society and use a number of tools to 
that plan. The telecommunications plan and the 
telecow~unications element could basically rationalize some of 
following tools that cities already have: zoning, cable 
franchise provisions, municipal service through libraries, or 
through the municipal use of cable television, community 
lopment policy, for example, and the use of CDBG (Community 
Development Block Grants) funds for information centers in the 
Economic development strategy such as development 
agreements having to do with requirements for smart buildings, or 
increment financing where the infrastructure could be paid 
by the city. Direct municipal investment policy such as 
for cable interconnect satellite uplinks or underground 
as exists in the City of Seattle. 
Pinally, in order to implement this local planning 
, money and technical expertise is required. To 
cipate the question, funding could be provided by some sort 
very, very small incremental tax on information products sold 
the state. Something equivalent to an increment added to the 
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tax in order to pay for mass transit planning and 
loprnent. information economy is so great California 
you're talking about something that would need be very 
small, I think. This would raise a certain amount of money, and 
I would propose that you would spend it for local planning; 
support for techn 1 assistance in the form of methods; setting 
standards; and a data base about what's happening elsewhere that 
could be distributed or it could be administered through councils 
government, or perhaps even the Institute for 
Telecommunications and Information Policy Research which was 
created last year. 
My last point is perhaps making some of this money 
available, if it was sufficient, for equipment grants, something 
l a state-based NTIA (National Telecommunications and 
Information stration) • 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Mr. Frizzelle a question for you. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: Do you picture that money is 
to cities and communities and counties and so 
use s matrix of telecommunication system? 
MR. SIEMBAB: I would imagine that money would be saved, 
I 't that's the major issue. major issue is ••. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: There are a lot of major issues, 
to believe there might be savings both by 
te s by public entities in the use of this 
? to decide whether it's a justifiable 
event, and secondly, if money is saved, why is it 
's saved isn't a part of the financing 
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MR. SIEMBAB: I'm not clear what network you're 
re to. 
ASSEMBLY~~N FRIZZELLE: Well, if you can relate city to 
ci and corporate entities and all those different services a 
has to render to different entities (like the business of 
alarms, or like whatever services are rendered through 
s data base and telecommunications base and so forth) , if it 
saves dollars and serves the people better, why is it that some 
of the dollars that are saved could not be a part of what is paid 
lop it in the first place? 
MR. SIEMBAB: Well I think they could be. As I pointed 
out in the beginning, the problem is that I have encountered .•• 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: You seem to be asking for more 
MR. SIEMBAB: I am indeed. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: But not willing to put anything 
the business that you plan to get some particular benefit 
MR. SIEMBAB: I would be perfectly willing to do so. 
is I'm not a local politician. As I tried to point 
out, local politicians have a certain resistance to accepting 
1 responsibility. They don't feel comfortable in 
1 with these issues. They like to continue to manage land 
housing and things that have been traditional within 
' domain. What I'm suggesting is that there is a planning 
ss, which is also traditional but should be extended, and I 
1 t find a lot of consciousness among city politicians that is 
right thing to do. 
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CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: One of the benefits you're speaking 
about is not necessarily less cost but more efficient and better 
use of the existing resources. Do you have any other questions? 
Anyone down here at this end? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN CATHIE WRIGHT: No, let Nolan do it all 
today. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Oh, all right. Okay, one second. 
MR. STANSBERRY: In answer to Mr. Frizzelle's question 
of what this networking might do, just take the Olympic 
phenomenon, unpeaking the traffic by having them go to different 
locations. Another one is the reduction of trip miles (which is 
discussed in a SCAG study that we have already done). A 
legitimate study shows a 12 to 15 percent reduction in trip miles 
simply by shifting the location of where you go to work. Now if 
you convert that into the value of infrastructure dollars -
roads, you name it - the feedback is tremendous more than by 
continuing to build a "heart" downtown area and having people 
commute further and further to try to get to it every day. I 
't know how you put that all into one big economic matrix, but 
I can assure you that the fallout is tremendous in terms of 
economic savings to the governmental agencies. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: Yes, I think that the savings 
be in advance potentially tapped or committed to what the 
costs were, so that the rate base does not end up suffering for 
all the decisions that are made. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: No, the concern that Mr. Frizzelle is 
sing is one of bypass and what happens to local companies if 
you go around it. We're going to move on to Mr. Firestone. 
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MR. CHARLES FIRESTONE: Thank you. Although I'm listed 
a from UCLA, I don't represent the Regents of the University of 
Ca , and I am publicly mentioned as a nominee 
Telecommunications Commission that's being set 
sn't actually been created yet. The City of Los 
the Los 
, but it 
les s 
a new telecommunications commission and has announced the 
s. I'm one of them. I think I'm ••. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: You're not just one 
irman, aren't you? 
, you're 
MR. FIRESTONE: Well, I'm not yet, they have to vote. I 
the reason I have been invited here is that I can 
out the panel from some of the idealistic and optimistic 
lance 
stions here, to one more realistic. Maybe my cynical lawyer 
outlook ••• 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Okay, while you're balancing out 
rea sm, why don't you tell me why the cities seem to ink that 
can integrate a privately owned cable televis 
owned net~ork? Is that realistic? 
MR. FIRESTONE: I think you have some real 
stem with 
with 
Mr. Stansberry was suggesting, which is a great idea, the 
uti It's been around since the '60's, the 
information utility. A couple of the I 
f-hand, with all due respect, and that is real sincere, 
's been a traditional animosity between telcos and 
companies. It may have been settled last , 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Well, they're getting 
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MR. FIRESTONE: Right. (laughter). There are possible 
anti-trust implications of them getting together. I have to 
think about this just a little bit further but I think the 
telephone company owning the cable system and delivering the 
service via another cable company puts it in the middle of both 
the consent order and the crossownership problem. It can't own 
the cable system under the crossownership bans and yet it cannot 
provide, as I remember the MFJ (Modified Final Judgment), they 
can't provide telecommunications equipment to somebody else to 
use for transmission. There really is a possible "Catch 22" if 
the telephone company is providing cable services. I really have 
to check that, but that's my initial thoughts on it. 
It would be great if we can have integration of public 
and private networks and we're all looking forward to that day. 
What I'd also like to do is explain very briefly what Los Angeles 
has done, and see if there's any analogy on the state level. Of 
course we are an extremely large telecommunications user, 
consumer, and regulator. From 1952 to 1983 the city let out 14 
different cable television franchises for different areas of the 
ci , and they vary extremely. On one hand, there's several 
between 15,000 and 30,000 homes passed, and there are several 
others that are between 165,000 and 300,000 homes passed. Los 
Angeles alone, in terms of the homes passed, is larger than the 
cities of Portland, Boston, Pittsburg, Minneapolis, and 
Cincinnati combined. We have various demographics, we have 
various stages of development, we have cable systems everywhere 
from 20 channels to 108 channels, and yet all this was let out 
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under an old taxi cab statute. The analogy was transportation. 
We're familiar with the analogy of the information age and the 
industrial age, information and telecommunications being 
comparable perhaps to energy and transportation. But s was 
all administered under the Department of Transportation the 
City of Los Angeles, and there have been mixed results. 
I don't want to castigate the city for what has happened 
up to now. The city did realize, in the last couple of years, 
that perhaps this should be transferred to some department, some 
regulatory body that has as its specific focus, 
telecommunications. There was a master plan in 
telecommunications for Los Angeles in the late '70's but it was 
never adopted. Well, this month, the City Council adopted an 
ordinance to create a new department of telecommunications with a 
citizen commission to oversee it. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Does the citizen's commiss 
oversight over the staff, and the executive 
MR. FIRESTONE: Yes. 
CHAIRW01Ulli MOORE: I notice the organiz 
does not show the ••• 
MR. FIRESTONE: The commission is advisory 
respects but it does have some regulatory authori 
have 
? 
1 chart and 
some 
As I see 
, the department would work with the commission in implementing 
I have the ordinance in front of me but I ... 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: But this department does what we just 
heard that Pasadena wished that it had done, in sense that it 
combines both the cable and telecommunications, and generally has 
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the operation -- it has the whole ball of wax in one department, 
is that it? 
MR. FIRESTONE: Well, that was the first intent of the 
framers of the legislation. Of course, like any large 
organization, you have different departments that really have 
expertise in various areas, such as the General Services 
Administration. At the state level they do have a certain amount 
of expertise in their area and familiarity with dealing with what 
I would call some of the ministerial functions - buying 
telephones and that kind of thing. What this commission is 
intending to do and what the department has intended to do is 
first and foremost, deal with the cable television situation. 
Secondly, get into long-range planning of telecommunications that 
go beyond cable. If it were just cable that they would not have 
established a whole department, but the city has recognized that 
it is time to start looking long-range at these issues of 
teleco~~unications. 
Let me quickly mention to you what its goals are and 
what its purposes are. To administer telecommunications 
ising, and there we would have regulatory and renewal 
authority, develop and coordinate municipal uses of cable for 
information dissemination and other applications, and 
all technical matters in this regard; monetary reports 
to the Mayor and the City Council, all legislative and industry 
matters impacting on city telecommunications policies, programs, 
applicat Make a long-range design, plan and coordinate 
city telecommunications, and develop joint applications with the 
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private sector. Maybe we will turn to Mr. to lain 
how that will be done. I'm sure we're most t 
private sector and other government agenc s. 
development of long-range strategic 
telecommunications for voice and data to be 
city departments. In other words, I think we're off 
with looking at the cable situation -- I mean 1 
snow-free cable picture to the subscribers, job one, so we 
our hands full right there - but going 
to the global picture that I think was 
CHAIRW0~1AN MOORE: Is there any 
where you define what telecommunications s? 
MR. FIRESTONE: Sure. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: The reason I a 
to be so much emphasis on cable separate 
telecommunications. 
MR. FIRESTONE: Well, cable is 
Cable is the area where the city does 
franchise and has had some problems in 
anybody can see that, if you look at 
So that's the first place to start, 
CHAIRW0~1AN MOORE: Now, the 
the City of Los Angeles has been ass to 
that accurate? 
MR. FIRESTONE: Yes, that's 
know, I haven't really gotten on board 
the scenes. There's not one in operation 










I should also mention one other thing that I think is 
quite important in Los Angeles, and that is that the Central City 
Association, downtown businesses, have looked at this problem and 
are now, themselves, trying to aid in the deveJopment of 
telecommunications, particularly institutional network in 
downtown Los Angeles. So they are working very actively to 
achieve the same goals of promoting telecommunications and 
ultimately Los Angeles as a major hub of telecommunications in 
southern California, in the state and the Pacific Rim. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I think the concern I have is that 
Los Angeles finds itself in a situation similar to other cities. 
In recent years, cities have let cable franchises which have 
required the building of the institutional network~ but with 
changing technologies and with the potential for income on 
private lines, data, and the other transactions, you have local 
telephone companies that are now interested. You've got a 
contract and a franchise on the one hand, with a system that may 
not economically able to build the thing. Connie, is that 
true of t s other than Los Angeles~ are there many cities that 
franchises that require an institutional network to be built 
by the cable system, as opposed to looking at an overall 
telecommunications planning process? 
MS. CONNIE BARKER: I'm Connie Barker, League of 
California Cities. I think that the renegotiation is going on 
all over the country. I haven't heard as rrtuch about it in the 
State of California as elsewhere, but the difficulty of building 
the "I net" and complying with the franchise is definite a 
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common problem. I have not seen a f l 
think that probably they will ab to 
the commercial ibi 
the cable companies. I 't 
implemented or whether we'll see s 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Do you want to re 
MR. STANSBERRY: Yes. A 
occurring all over the country. We went 
wars and they promised us the moon we 
wonderful, too. We wrote contracts al 





nets built into cable systems. Now rea z 
they can make is out of entertainment and 
all over the country. In order to change 
the franchise contracts that they've 
walking away from the entire franchise, 
buying it. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Let me just 
some of the cable le are 
involved in this, because I 
entertainment. I think they 
entertainment is not the only to 
interested in private 
from .•• 
l-IR. STANSBERRY: Well, 
happening. One, they are s 
the door. Instead o 














else. This new party goes down to the City Hall and says, "This 
is all we're offering you, take it or leave it." They change the 
name and now you have a new contract. That's how it is going. 
The cable companies really have a tough time getting out a 
monthly bill; how in the world are they going to keep track of 
hundreds of thousands of conversations that are private party 
conversations? 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: They are going to contract with the 
local telephone company. 
MR. STANSBERRY: Probably, and there you come back to a 
marriage again. Well, unless the Titon Company .•• 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN WRIGHT: Before you get too far off on 
this ordinance that you have with the City of Los Angeles, who is 
setting up your commission? You say the commission is going to 
have some regulatory responsibilities. Are they also going to 
have full charge over their own budget? Are t.hey going to set 
out their own budget or are they going to be under the control of 
the City Council? 
MR. FIRESTONE: Well, under the control of the City 
Council, no question. We can't raise money -- no, we will be 
appropriated funds by the City Council. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: ••• manage the existing city resources 
in the area of telecommunications? 
MR. FIRESTONF.: We were included in the Mayor's budget. 
The department was included in the budget for the coming year. 
Of course, you do have the franchise fees coming in, but they are 
not related, if that's what you mean by do we have a separate 
source of funding. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN WRIGH'l': I' 11 
sat on a city council, whose first process 
TV. It's sting listening to 
's , one , here, 
TV had, was that when they came 
at franchise as a source of 
the franchise, made promises 
get the franchise. And I think they're 
poles that they pay rental on. What 
the costs are too high because each time 
se, ci s want s 
understanding the system. 
HR. FIRESTONE: Right. 
ASSEMBLYWOHAN WRIGHT: I think 
to 
careful on that point. That's why I was a 
because, you know, you can go way out if 
and having charge of budget 




MR. FIRESTONE: Well, that 
Council is going to be 
hopeful y we can 
some over actual 
ust clari point about our re 
except as otherwise provided, 
areas, particularly the franchise i 






















indication of a compromise that was reached in order to create 
the department in the first place. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Please bear with me, I'm trying to 
get a good grip on what your basic ability is. Basically, the 
City Council has delegated franchising to you, which is probably 
why it's your number one job1 you have full responsibility for 
the franchise and cable. 
MR. FIRESTONE: Well, actually, it would then have to go 
to the City Council. Whatever we do ••. 
CHAIRWO¥~N MOORE: Whatever you do ends up at the City 
Council, but what I'm saying is that you would set forth 
conditions the fees and so forth, for the cable. That's one of 
the powers or authorities specifically delegated to you by the 
council? 
MR. FIRESTONE: Right. To establish and prescribe 
regulations provided for the operation of cable. And, we 
investigate complaints. 
CHAIRWO~~N MOOP£: That's one of the powers specifically 
delegated to you by the council? 
MR. FIRESTONE: To establish and prescribe regulations. 
CHAIRtvOMAN MOORE: I guess that was under the illusion 
that you had the responsibility for the procurement, et cetera, 
of telecommunication equipment and systems for the City of Los 
Angeles. 
MR. FIRESTONE: Well, perhaps that was the initial idea, 
but in order to create the department and get around some initial 
internal problems within the city, they're leaving that actual 
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l s 
at these issues and 
s 
It ce 
is to create us see 
look for we 
off t.his is to 
to create all these e 
f st step, at the same 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: You're 
to l you te s 




MR. FIRESTONE: Well, I 11 


















will be in one organization and at least for now the ministerial 
functions of procurement, et cetera, will remain in General 
Services. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: So at this point do you see any role 
for the state statewide or any relationship between the City of 
Los Angeles and the state in planning for telecommunications? 
MR. FIRESTONE: Well, unfortunately I'm not there yet, 
so I don't know what our greatest needs are. I do think that a 
clearinghouse function is always useful, that there are state 
telecomnn;mications needs and problems that can always be 
addressed and should be addressed, perhaps at the same level. 
Now whether you need a new agency, or who does it is another 
question, but I think it definitely should be mandated that 
somebody in the state government look at long-range planning 
and the strategic planning of telecommunications in the state. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: All right. In closing, why don't I 
let you each have a parting shot, okay? I want to start with •.. 
MR. STANSBERRY: Ben Stansberry. I believe that this 
cable-telco marriage had some very natural divisions, like church 
and state. The telephone company can build and operate a 
transmission system, provided it is not involved in 
information that is sent out over the system. It cannot listen 
to the call, though it is inv6lved in switching ivate 
conversations. That's its business and that's what's under the 
PUC. The cable companies really deal in broadcasting in the pure 
sense of the word, which means they throw information out to 
anybody who wants to pay the money to listen to it, and in that 
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sense that is a fferent kind regu tion and comes 
different standards, like H.R. 4103. What we need to is 
ire a sing to ld both of 
re lit s. A te shou 11 
from being involved in message, and a 
elects to do individual private conversat 
fall under the PUC on that particular part of ss 
think this is a very natural way to do it. It al 
marriage to occur and it keeps the jurisdictions they 
belong. I also believe that cable 
understand what s k of a marriage can do for 
think that this is an opportunity from heaven to 
on things that they had not able to do well, 
and building networks. It gives them 100 
only the marketing role of ding programs. 
CHAIRWOI-11'-,J~ MOORE: We 1 re going to 11 you 
issue 1 
MR. SIEMBAB: Wal 
s I it's essential that s 
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terms of leadership, for the creation un rsal structures or 
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1 s with their own communit s. There should be some 
sure that networks are compatible one with 
as well as across the state. If cities can 
to some centralized place at the state level, that would 
ilitate the whole process of creating networks that are 
MR FIRESTONE: Hello. To reiterate my last point, 
's a a telecommunications planning entity at a.'!-1 
government. We are in the information age, and it 
a sense to create the goals, set out legislatively 
ls are - efficient and effective communications - and 
or a part of an agency with that function. I 
it takes that much money to do that. It's the focus, 
so much. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Thank you very much to each of you 
; we appreciate it. one second to 
minute, and while we're doing that, the second panel 
has pas , we're going to start again. 
to try to wrap this up by 1:00 
We're to start with John Witherspoon on our 
1, state policy and planning. John 
is of now infamous CalCom project and 
a t about your viewe on state 
to 




that I need to 
be a hit and run witness in that I have commitments in San Diego 
in the middle of the afternoon, so I'll need to leave immediately 
CHAIRWOMA:N MOORE: All right, let me get a hit and run 
question in as you do your presentation. Are there any things in 
CalCom report that, given the things that have gone on in the 
last year, that you would change in your initial report? 
MR. WITHERSPOON: One of the factors that we had to take 
into account in Redding in the original Public Telecommunications 
Project report, or the "CalCom Report," is the rapid developments 
were taking place and are still taking pl.ace in the 
telecommunications industry. I'm sure there are details there 
which are no longer exactly as stated. However, I would 
certainly stand by the general approach of the report. With your 
permission this morning, rather than focus on the specifics of 
technical suggestions and so forth, I would suggest that we look 
at some of the assumptions and principles that I tried to work 
from in coming to the CalCom idea. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I think that would be helpful. 
MR. WITHERSPOON: I think the general principles that we 
in the previous panel were consistent with the expectations 
we had in developing the CalCom idea. The specifics, the 
il of how to do it, will evolve by the time this all gets put 
place. For example, the notion of going to a digital 
stem- one way or another that's going to happen. The parties 
that v1ere interested in CalCom, which is the public sector 




during course f our project. 
ssion let me just roll through son~ of the basic 
Te s 
with it, was a 
ect those who may 
look at the public 
1, not just the state, cities, counties and so 
things as education, the library 
, and so One interesting number that came out is 
total telecommunications bill of this 1982, 
the society was roughly a bill dollars in 
appears to be money worth taking seriously. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: What? Say that again . 
.r.m. WITHERSPOON: The total telecommunications bill of 
sector 
In cons 
1982 in California was roughly a billion 
how to approach the publ sectors 
CHAIRWOJ1.1AN MOORE: Where did that figure come from? 
WITHERSPOON: It's 1 total annualized 
11 of va players that 
sector. state itself is not anything 
all cit s and counties 
1 s s and hospitals 
IS comes to. 
MOORE: public sector bill for the State 
one bil dollars? 
WITHERSPOON: s correct. In considering what 
ss with to thls sector, 
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are a number of basic factors that need to be taken into 
account. Some of them have already been addressed, others have 
been less well-addressed. One that's fundamental is the merger 
telecommunications and computing. It's going along at a 
spectacular rat.e as has been indicated already. A part of 
is related to a second factor that I'd like to mention; the very 
rapidly declining cost of computing, processing, and memory 
power. Over the past 25 years that's come down something like 
ten thousand times, driving whole new industries. It's not 
merely new ways to do the same thing somewhat better, it brings 
into view everything (from word processing to video games) 
phenomenal in the society. Closely related, however, is the 
potential for productivity gains via such things as word 
processing, electronic mail, increased electronic filing, and so 
forth. 
Another factor which needs to be taken into account is 
that, as a result of the divestiture proceeding, we're going to 
higher phone bills, locally at least. We're talking about 
transmission of material over telecommunication systems and that 
vollrme of material is going up very rapidly. The question of 
cost certainly gets into it. In sectors of the 
telecommunications industry we have a much more competitive 
situation than we've had before. In customer premise equipment 
we ve as strongly competitive a situation now as we have in 
stance and in specialized services, including data 
which are growing extremely rapidly today. One of 







cross subs s within the telecommunications business 
drive toward cost-base pricing. This means that the 
I 84 f S 
princ 
that held up until rst of this year, 
y no longer 1. The need for 
of universal service has been treated 
overall scenar that we loped in the course 
of telecorr~unications in the public 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: John, you indicated that the 
treatment of 1 service has been addressed sewhere ••• 
MR. WITHERSPOON: I should perhaps say that it had been 
Ben Stansberry, for instance, poin out a way to 
1 by-product of a system that would be put in 
means. I don't take universal service as a 
I we have to make sure that we keep it. 
MOORE: The question I was going to ask along 
s is one that was frequently raised during the 
that's Do you 
s ss? 
WITHERSPOON: No I don 1 t. I that CalCom was 
a 
t we 
s wasn't one of them. 
ly need is a more effective 
, a more ef t to the kinds 





li as a public sector co-op, 
but to establish ways of 
were putting the public sector 
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on a cost-effective basis. A serious problem in the development 
the telecommunications industry is this business of bypass 
of the universal service question. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Wasn't the state involved in 
sion and everything else in CalCom? 
MR. WITHERSPOON: The transmission facilities are 
purchased, and I think we would have to have due respect for the 
dangers of the possibility of bypass in doing that. I think that 
in consideration of the previous bills that were up, there were 
some discussions to this point. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: If that's the case, then CalCorn does 
represent bypass to some extent, depending on how the 
transmission services were acquired. 
MR. WITHERSPOON: Well, one of the things that needs to 
be taken into account, as one discusses the question of bypass, 
is how does one define bypass, given the changes in regulatory 
ground rules. The assumption is that the carriers that are 
providing services today would be essentially the carriers 
providing services under any kind of arrangement that we could 
anticipate at that time. The question of customer premise 
was actually the core of the CalCom idea, and not 
lated. 
I think one of the factors which may not be fully 
rstood about the approach that CalCom attempted was that it 
•.vas not anticipated that the state, or the public sector as a 
, would invent a new system and lay it alongside the 
sting carrier system. Rather, we were taking a look at the 
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to be taken 
You re sure 1 what 
I'm was not the 
• one , then are 
came st. bid for 
tran s one 
I hope I'm not 
whole 
of 
nterLATA ss InterLATA 
1 s. The question 
areas is a 
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and of this 
6 
s 
MR. WITHERSPOON: By no means a solo act. It was not 
intention of those who put it together to engage in any 
ficant local bypass because of the questions that 
s whole issue from a social policy point of view. 
lie 
CHAIRHOMAN MOORE: All right, Mr. Frizzelle is 
a local question. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: I really have two questions. 
to 
Number one: Is not deregulation by the federal government an 
invitation to and almost a demand for bypass; and the second is, 
's the difference between the state establishing a system 
as CalCom and the corporate entities or industries 
establishing in-house communication systems? What's the 
fference? 
MR. WITHERSPOON: Well I think your qualifier is the 
important point, excluding the public system. The essence of the 
CalCom idea is to start with what individual institutions 
, compare those to others that might fit in, and e lish 
a cooperative approach primarily to customer premise equipment. 
as you the question, how do you get from point A to 
B -- then you have to look at how the law breaks out with 
to wheth<T it's intraLA.TA, interLATA and so forth. Your 
entry question was quite right. The new regulat , the 
sti ture proceedings restructuring the teleco:rrununicat 
do certainly invite bypass. One of the things we 
to do was tiptoe across that dividing line so as to try to 
t •.. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN FRI ZELLE: 're real 
putting your finger on 
decided when it 
interested now in 
se 
case 
If all of this comes to ss, 
contracting to go on one 
cities and industries, 
what degree is there 
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and not all elements ? s 
for continued state 
Supreme Court's deci 
the marketplace to 
The state could 
individuals if 
there any further 
single purveyor or s 
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this out. First, we can 
years to continue at 
telecommunication 
worst stay within the 
generally is trending 
to our RFI indicated 
procedures are general 
timely use of new 
trend toward all-digital 
we've heard today. This 
accelerate. In 
up with a series of e 
place regardless of the 
might be useful to 
needs to be understood 
not be perceived as a 
can simply buy in at 
to be transparent to 
each institutional 
whole system. In 
that the 
recognize economies of 
feasible. It d reta 
requirements, 












downward or at 
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is a strong 
s what 
1 terns will 
task force came 
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sector, as well 
I 
in 




o some the 
that 
state to 
encourage local and regional policymaking planning. A number 
of things come to mind that , some which would 
have been incorporated in 
pool of consulting resources. 
whole business are the consultants, not 
equipment suppliers, 
consultation is a 
t 
one. Re 
recommendations made and deci 
One to do with a 





organizations, in order to have some sense of coherence even 
though individual cities and s are making the 
decisions. I would certain recommend another look at 
the procurement procedures and regulations 
that what we are doing is not sti ing a 
order to assure 
response to the 
questions that we have 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: 
we state our requirements. 
We're still going round and round. 
On one hand, it seems as 
really not a system; but on 
everything you say relates 
being a concept that s not necess 
or network, yet 
of thing. I'm not so sure we re at 
are clamoring for 
lv1R. WITHERSPOON: 
going to clamor for 
the cities are clamoring 
that they have as cit s 
sector are not going to c 
ce a 
't 




are CalCom is 
description and 
terms of it 
a whole system 
lf to that kind 
re cities really 
network. 
ties are ever 
network. What 
requirements 
of the public 
ing statewide 
ne but they would be interested in cooperating among 
lves to meet their specific requirements. That's really 
we to this. 
The state itself, the largest single telecommunications 
customer in Cali is not a majority player the public 
sector. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: You talk about cooperative buying in 
s of system, which means someone has got to coordinate. 
CalCom it's got to be done at the state level. 
MR. WITHERSPOON: Actually, was set up as a nonstate 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Okay. Well. But whether 's at the 
state level, whether a state agency, or independent, the 
responsibilities would be at a state level because you would have 
to have that in terms of developing a statewide system. 
MR. lviTHERSPOON: It would need a statewide perspective 
various players the public sector 
t does not make it a state agency. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Okay. All right. No 
s. All right, let's go to our next panel 
BILL ROLLWITZ: My name is 11 Rol 
Company. I am ind 
the telecommun 
sen, encompassing Paci 
Cali 







telecommunications planning efforts that are going on within the 
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I 
private sector. Recently, in Portland, I am based, 
we conducted a telecommunications and opened 
it up to companies within the State of We 110 senior 
would have occurred two to three years is an intense 
it begins to see its costs continual increase and people 
able to manage and maintain their as a scarce resource. 
Telecommunications planning is to them. 
Basically, a telecommuni one that 
establishes an overall technical a management 
approach. We can't forget the fact it must the 
business. Technology for technology 1 s is for the 
laboratory, but doesn't hold much in a bus ss environment. The 
process involved in coming up with a telecommunications plan is 
to look at your business environment, cons the external 
issues, put those together, and come up a list requirements 
and constraints. Out of that list of 
constraints, you have a series of a 
strategies. Then you cou take pr 
to come up with your 
necessary a business 
to be performed. 
not only the current, but projected 
telecommunication is planned without real 
processing, three or four major 
and adding another two to three hundred 








, in data 
on-line 
s throughout the 
on. 
One of the ssues here is the voice and data issue. 
grew within an organization 
zations are beginning to put those 
plan them and organize them as one 
External issues are a important. What's the 
, are other people using as a competitive weapon 
ces are available to me? What are regulatory 
issues what kinds of people do I have 
up own ss network'? 
In up with the alternatives, you want to identify 
f criteria that you're going to use 
to se Review this with the management 
management 1 s approval and buy into the 
a against the criteria and come 
The success of this is based 
a thorough and 
aga in 
ss. Some of things you want to 
r a 11 " would ce 
graphics. Any other 
te , a 
. , ma1 ..... 
I look to 
i 1 costs 
stri ? What about minimizing my 
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travel expenses by putting in some sort of teleconferencing 
system? And what am I going to do with the hundred's of personal 
computers that are proliferating my organization? How are they 
all going to be networked together? 
One of the most important things, though, is to make 
sure that you understand what management wants within an 
organization, whether it's private or public. Once again, I want 
to stress the importance of establishing a management committee 
that approves all key decisions. The last thing that you want to 
do when coming up with an organization and a strategy is to 
spring it on the management. Not only do the dollars scare them, 
but the magnitude of the efforts sometimes tends to be 
overwhelming. 
The other thing I would like to do at this point is just 
discuss some of the results that we had from our Delphi Study on 
telecommunications. First of all, one of the questions that was 
a$ked is how will divestiture affect the intercity markets? As a 
result of the Delphi Study we believe that 62 percent of those 
people polled in the Delphi Study said that there will be no 
change in intercity market size before 1990; 18 percent said 
there will be a decrease, and 20 percent said that there will be 
an increase. AT&T long-distance market share will decrease, 
intercity rates will decline, and that the specialized and the 
common carriers will target the middle sized companies. 
Intercity revenues for carriers will grow 6.9 percent for the 
year through the 1980's. Some of the recommendations that we're 
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ing analyst who is 
tail. Consider all appropriate long 
th own litie such as bypass. 
important ssue within the private 
many waiting for a 
almost a r since divestiture. 
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five percent of all 
of local rates will not 
terc was 24 
lists in 
to te 
were sent to De 
but. t:here 1 s difference 
c r 1 
that the average annual percentage 
local phone bill is going to be higher 
in large metropolitan areas. Likewise 
telephone bill; that same wou 
One of our short-term 
increase; do not stick your head 
phone bills to increase. Look at a 
se residential 
rural areas than it is 
ss local 
ions is expect this 
your 
1 area calling map and 
look at least-cost routing with your own customer premise 
equipment. Track the regulatory issues You're ng to be 
forced to be aware of what the Publ u 1ity ssion is 
s. l\. lot of 
sonal computer-type 
doing. Monitor your exposure to regula 
organizations now are putting together 
models that say, "if this went into ef 
time service which is being debated up 
into effect, how is that ing to af 
than waiting until the last minute to 
Public Utility Commission 
alternatives. And final 
is no panacea for all 

















to 11 percent 
telecommunication 
based on our Delphi 
by 1990. Fifty Fortune l,COO users will be using 
some form of video te 
becoming more and more co 
networks will def itely 





's costs are 
g ss 
sts. Just look at 
of the 
ill 
revenues be affected by bypass 
around $65 billion), you're 
of revenue loss. If you take 
1 revenue , $43 billion, you have another $5 
S9 1 loss revenue. And if 
1 re not to 
're to pass that on to consumer 
11 on customer base, that means 
to up paying $60 a year more based on 
ss. However, in spite of all of this, 
z see t s as the only way that 
e to maintain their cost-effectiveness and be 
t - by putting in their own 
Some of our short recommendations are to 
is techniques and expect diminished 1 
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sector is financing, as with the teleport in San Antonio. 
force for teleport was Mayor Henry 
is up no funds for that 
IS 1 financed is a sole subsidiary of 
son Development, which is a developer. It's a 
an office-park 11 system and 
transport information from one point to 
eventual goal of these teleports is to be able to 
company service in and out of the teleport 
having to construct any of your own equipment. 
HUGHES: What is the relationship of the 
Texas with Cisneros' city and with the teleport in his 
• ROLLWITZ: Initially, Mayor Cisneros viewed the 
as 
area. 
ing a mechanism to attract industry to the San 




iness to areas that would 
d not conditioning in their 




s 11 didn't answer my 
state government have to do 
Did they assist in 
• ROLL WIT Z : On from a promotional standpoint, as 
Governor 
I 
ASSEMBLTivOMAN HUGHES: So it was totally initiated by 
the city government in conjunction with private industry? 
MR. ROLLWITZ: San Antonio was spearheaded by Mayor 
Cisneros. Those in Houston were not spearheaded by Mayor 
Whitmyer. San Antonio's is unique in that the Mayor began and 
formed the task force consisting of Ray Ellison Development and 
Satelco in San Antonio. He initiated that based on his knowledge 
of what was going on with the New York teleport. He wanted to 
get involved in that. He wanted to bring it to San Antonio. 
MR. JAMES HUDAK: Bill, let me just add something to 
that. I'm Jim Hudak, also from Arthur Andersen. The role of the 
state in the teleports in Houston and San Antonio were very 
minor. The Governor supported it and was publicly seen as 
supporting it, but in terms of resources, planning, and specific 
support, I don't know of any that existed. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I think that's probably true across 
the country, perhaps with the exception of New York which has 
supported various parts of it. You made your presentation based 
on the fact that many of the characteristics of the large users 
would be true of the State of California. I see that voice and 
data and everything is pretty much lumped together. Is there any 
reason for that? Do you see the planning being the same or being 
done together, for all technologies as one? 
MR. ROLLWITZ: Yes. The line that used to exist between 
voice and data is becoming extremely fine now, with the advent of 
digital PBX's and digital voice-switching capabilities. You 
should put voice and data together through the same type of 
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ne or even through same piece of equipment on your own 
s Data grew up under the chief financial officer and the 
te grew istration, because it was just a 
tel Telephone data communication costs, together, are 
extreme in some organizations. They have multiple lines 
to the same remote locations Data lines going for one 
, another one for another. Something for another one. There 
cou some definite economies of scale in being able to plan a 
ne together as a who 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: An integrated services network, a 
1 network is what s lly see as the answer to that? 
MR. ROLLWITZ: Yes. 
CHAIRWOMAN 14.00RE: All right. Allan Tolman is going to 





MR. HUDAK: I was going to try to add two other things. 
mentioned, I'm Hudak Andersen. 
We want 11 to ta. to you about what's going on in 
sector, as a matter of 
1. There are clearly 
private sector plans and 
spective, and also as a 
differences between the 
way the public sector can 
Let me just 
sector. I'm 
you some specific things about the 
charge of our public-sector consulting 
in northern California and Nevada. Let me start with 
stor s about consulting. One: We've just been 
the City of Barcelona and the Spanish National 
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Government to do a telecommunication strategic plan for the 1992 
Olympics. The City of Barcelona is one of the candidate cities 
and they believe that telecommunications is critical to their 
getting those Games and to their future economic development. 
They've asked us to prepare a plan as part of their application 
for telecommunications. 
Second, Palo Alto was mentioned today. We've done some 
work with Palo Alto. The city has formed a telecommunications 
department that combines its data processing, which includes all 
management information systems; its cable system, which it is 
negotiating right now, and all its voice communications. The 
city is looking for ways that those three really can work 
together, and there aren't many cities that are doing that. 
The third story is one that's not quite as positive 
about the government knowledge of telecommunications. We spoke 
recently at a meeting of northern California finance officers and 
municipal treasurers meeting. There were about 50 northern 
California cities represented and we asked them how many had 
somebody specifically in charge of telecommunications. About 
three quarters of them did. We asked them how many owned a 
substantial part of their customer premise equipment; about 50 
percent did. We asked them how many were on the state's ATSS 
network, about one third were. We asked how many of them were 
familiar with the CalCom bill. Of the 50 cities, only one had a 
representative that was familiar with the CalCom bill. I was 














































out what the state was spending on telecommunications. It's kind 
of like energy was in the mid-'70's you would have asked the 
state, what do you spend on energy? It probably couldn't have 
told you, because energy was not an issue in and of itself. But 
because of the energy crisis, it became one. Now, because of the 
changes in telecommunications, telecommunications is becoming the 
same kind of issue. But you still don't have the information 
systems that allow you to know how much you spend, much less 
manage it well. So there's that internal focus • 
There's also an external focus that deals with important 
public policy issues such as universal service, economic 
development, and the role of telecommunications in that. 
Something that I'm surprised has been talked about very little 
today is emergency communications. 
Since we don't have much time, let me briefly talk about 
what some of the state's roles might be. As I said, internally, 
its major role is to manage that large expenditure and investment 
well. Externally, I think you can do several things. For local 
governments, you can provide services for contract. In essence, 
you can be a consultant to local government. The state does that 
right now. Take the state investment pool where you provide 
investment management services; cities and counties and other 
local jurisdictions can participate in that pool, but they pay 
for it. They pay a certain percentage of the investment. 
Second, you can do master procurements. Because of your 
large purchasing power, you can buy equipment and get it at a 
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very favorable 1 as do 
automobiles, as they do with 
th , can to state contract and at 
same bulk price. 
In terms of 1 ro I I or 1 
role in telecommunications is one Bill ta 
teleports, helping plan As Bill 
pointed out, those can they 
often take some public 
In emergency services, a or ro as do 
regional organi a emergency 
system doesn't work the Cali When there 
c 1 int to ..... was one telephone company, 
so carr s 
involved. I think that's a major state needs to 
address in the future. 
CHAIRWO~mN MOORE: Let me st 
amount of 
se for the state to As 
you your OT ce you 
f that we're staf to of 
services you 
swer to 
not numbers of no:r t.ra se. As 
Bill pointed out, those peop are to are 
very much in now, it's a new fie You 't 
gone out to try and get .. 
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CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: One other thing that I should ask 
you, do we have the structure that would allow us to do that? 
MR. HUDAK: You have structures that could be used to do 
that. This report on the telecommunications strategy recommends 
a specific organizational structure if it's needed in the 
long-term. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I guess the concern I have is that, 
in order to carry out any of the things that you say that we 
should, we at least have to to look at how we're structured, 
organizationally. 
MR. HUDAK: Yes, I think two critical things: How 
you're structured organizationally, and how much you expend on 
that. Large, private-sector organizations expect more overhead, 
expect more for training for expertise in the area of 
telecommunications. It's a different world now. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: Can I play back on your question 
for just a second? You haven't addressed the business of 
cost-benefits and cost-tradeoffs that are there, and how the bill 
for all of this, the study and the consulting, is paid for. I 
believe that the cost-savings and the efficiencies are enough to 
pay for what it is we invest. I think it needs to be analyzed as 
a part of the rest of the package. 
MR. HUDAK: Yes, I think that's true. In the 
Telecommunications Strategy, one of the recommendations was to 
set up a revolving fund that would allow for some of these 
initial payments to be paid back, in this case by state 
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departments as they lowered their costs for providing service. 
That's a model that does make some sense. 
Let me make two final comments, one on economic 
development. I think telecommunications can be a powerful 
economic development tool. The question for the state, though, 
is, where do you think the state belongs in this economic 
development? There are very wide philosophical differences about 
that between "let's have a state indust.rial policy" to 
laissez-faire. I'm not going to get in the middle of that one, 
an but let me just lay out some alternatives. One is to 
environment that allows the private sector to make 
telecommunications investments in the state. Second is to invest 
some venture capital for the state. This has happened in some 
local jurisdictions where investments have been made in 
technology or in network, recognizing they are sky, 
provision, as Assemblyman Frizzelle pointed out, that 
government be paid back later, if it pays off. is to 
view telecommunications as a very basic infrastructure, as 
highways, waterways, water distributions, and sewage 
systems have been viewed in the past. As I said, which one of 
those you pick depends, I think, on your philosophical bel 
about where government longs in the economy. 
a 
One final thing. One of your questions that you wanted 
to address today is, "should planning be top down from the state 
or bottom up from the local and regional government?" 
answer to that is, both. If read some of recent, 
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private-sector literature, things like In Search of Excellence, 
in excellent companies there's not one central planner. There is 
some central planning, but there's also a lot of local planning 
going on. It's the dynamics and the interaction between some of 
that central planning and all the disparate local planning that 
goes on that really makes a company strong. I think the sa~e 
thing provides in an issue like this, from a state perspective on 
telecorr~unications. Also you need some statewide planning on 
telecorr~unications. You need some statewide planning where you 
encourage and hope there is a lot of local planning. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Thank you very much. All right, Al, 
you're the anchor man. 
MR. ALLAN TOLMAN: I'm Allan Tolman and I head the 
Office of Telecommunications for the state. 
I'd like to briefly digress just for a minute and look 
at what brought us to today, as far as the state planning process 
is concerned. 
The state realized several years ago that it had a 
prollferation of networks that connected phone users and data 
users throughout the state. As a result, it hired a consultant, 
Contel, to do an analysis and provide recommendations regarding 
that infrastructure. Contel's basic finding was that, yes, we 
did have a number of networks and it's possible to consolidate 
those into a more cost-effective networking arrangement. Based 
on that Contel study, which occurred probably in 1981 or '82 era, 
plans were made to try to consolidate. Those evolved into an RFI 
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(Request for Information) to industry last 
industry what alternatives were availab 
the private sector to make recommendations 
to that networking scheme. That coincided 
deregulation, which has added emphasis, 
costs. 
In January of this year, we, our 
contracted with the consulting firm of Arthur 
us in putting together a strategy for our te 
state government, based on what users within 
structure felt were their needs and the Contel 
preceded it. Our Telecommunication Stra 
viewed as an internal document. It is i 
departments and agencies, and not a solution to 
telecommunications problems that are 
and city governments. That's not to 
advantages to those entities, but 
local government but state operations 
There are three broad 
toward. Number one is the management of 
network by the state. Second is the 
equipment, rather than owning Th 
s 
management position within the state to 1 
telecommunications issues. 
I think that I need to digress 















cities and c9unties in California That's the long-distance 
network. The long-distance network has been in effect since 
approximately 1966. The state, because of size, could 
negotiate with the provider of the service, formerly the Pacific 
Telephone, to acquire lines at a reasonable cost. That's been 
done and it's been shared by cities and counties, as well as 
state agencies for 20 years. It's been a very cost-effective 
manner of doing business. However, based on changing 
technologies and some of the findings in our report, we agree 
that the state, in order to maintain a cost-effective system, 
needs to do several things with regard to that long-distance 
network. The first is to migrate to a digital environment. The 
second is to integrate voice and data. The reason for the 
integration is that by consolidating voice and data on the 
long-haul network, you can carry data for free. You can size 
your network to the voice needs and then utilize that same 
network to carry your interLATA for long-distance data 
requirements much more cost-effectively. 
To that end, we have put some budget change proposals 
together; they were not successful last year. We attempted to do 
three things. Number one was to strengthen our management 
through the hiring of additional people. The second was to put 
out to bid for a long-distance network. We theorized that the 
state should own its equipment, as suggested by Arthur Andersen, 
but that it should acquire its long-distance transmission 
facilities from providers of service - AT&T, MCI, Sprint, or 
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common carriers - and we would also utilize 
exchange service from the telephone company. We didn't 
cost-effective for the state to invest a large amount of 
to duplicate their existing infrastructure. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: So that would 
ATSS system? 
~1R. TOLMAN: Yes. 
CHAIRWO~~N MOORE: And that wasn't bought? 
MR. TOLMP.N: No. (laughter). 
CHAIRWOMAN I won't even go into 
zelle. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: We have a system 
partial job on retaining data and exchanging data 




be invested in this as a shift or a tradeoff, or a al 
eliminating t:he investment that we have on an ongoing basis 
dol 
kind of data bank? 
MR. TOLMAN: It depends on where you're 
On the intraLATA network that supports SPAN 
no, we won't replace , because .•• 
ASSEMBLY~~N FRIZZELLE: You just plug the 
that? 
MR. TOLMAN: That's right. That informat res 
Hea and Wel Data Center Sacramento. We can 
very cost-effective means to share that integrated 
particular health tern you scribe. 
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terns 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: Then as far as the long-range 
planning is concerned, much of what was conceived could be 
integrated with the buildup of the kind of system that you 
envision, if it was put together. Are there potential cost 
advantages to that, even if only in an area of efficiencies? 
MR. TOLMAN: That's true. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: You put through certain budget 
changes and your perception was that they represented just a 
change in equipment and not a policy decision. We perceived that 
there were certain policy decisions being made: at some place or 
some point, there's got to be some give and take, I guess, on 
both sides. The $10 million that you proposed was a part of 
legislation that went through. I guess it would have upgraded 
the ATSS system. Your recommendations really represent major 
changes in policy, but you only perceive it as financial changes. 
Here we're talking about planning. Do you see any way we would 
be able to integrate the two, making the main plans and then 
doing the budget changes to pay for the change in policy? 
MR. TOLMAN: I don't see the budget change proposals 
that were submitted as a change in policy. I view those as a 
means to keep our system cost-effective by a blend of state 
ownership along with the services provided by the common 
carriers. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Of course, that's a decision we make. 
What kind of system do we really want to have? The switching 
systems that you're talking about buying reaJly represent a 
- 89 -
rection. At some point there ought to be a plan in terms 
the direction in which we're going to move. Do you just take 
Arthur ttle study and decide that this is the way we 
to go and move forward without having any legislative 
do you see a role for the State Legislature in this 
Or 
ss? Do 
we just buy Arthur Andersen in a report and move ? 
MR. TOLl~N: First of all, I think that we to 
understand that this plan is the state's plan. Arthur 
was asked to assist us in the architecture for that This 
plan is user-driven. Now as to the role between the 
administration and the Legislature, if you view that as icy, 
how that's arrived at, I don't have any suggestions for that. I 
know that •.• 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I guess more basically, my 
is, do you see a need for long-range planning? 
MR. TOLMAN: Oh, yes, by all means. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: That would ••. 
MR. TOLMAN: I think that this is a start 
long-range planning. You are looking much more broadly 
internal services that the state offers its 
just 
s and 
departments. May I suggest that with the limited staff we 
now have - we have taken a hard look at prioritiz 
terns that we look at, even within state government - to 
a to assist local governments to do that is beyond our 






Mr. Hudak from Arthur Andersen brought out 
s regarding the state's role. Number one, 
s to the cities by contract, I couldn't 
that. But 
more, if we had the personnel necessary to do 
we find ourselves in is ••. 
i 
and some 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: Jim, these are policy matters that 
slature. We talked about the master procurement 
other kinds of things that they're talking about. 
Those are all things on which we're going to have to come to 
agreement. 
MR. TOLMAN: Sure, and I think that that was my reason 
for ment those. Those do become very, very central policy 
issues. master equipment procurement is a very good example. 
I'd love to to do that for small cities, because I do 






ts. However, present state procurement 
fication must include quantity; that 
an open-ended amount. We have to be 
we can't offer that service. That is a policy 
want to change that? I think that those are areas, 
j involvement might be well placed. 
MOORE: We saw the trends that were put upon. 
a regional or a local 
, or even Arthur Andersen in their 
p the lines between voice and data are 
and t they ought to be consolidated at a 
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sta l. you see that? (I shouldn't have asked 
tJ 
MR. TOLMAN: Yes, you should .•. 
CHlUR\fJOMAN MOORE: Do you perceive the state as not 
w s, trying to keep those departments 
; or you perceive at some point, with converging 




MR. TOLMAN: From a technology standpoint, with 
li s, we need to consider, not only 
ions as well, at all levels, and that jnc 
state. which we do that is as important as the 
the approach, and I think that the We 
is definite on this, that we are user-driven. We 
not from an ivory-tower concept. We will use a task 
to solvi our planning problems and that wi 1 
ta as wel as voice users, to generate the user 
statement we must plan. 
you're talking about, kind of oblique 
right out in front, is the fact that my 
telecommunications and the of 
is responsible for office automation. 
ha lt with that issue. I'm not saying 's 
term solution, but at least it consolidates t to the 
a Management Memo dated October 15th that 
t act will be. I think it goes a 
- 9 
I 
toward consolidating that planning effort. It takes into account 
data user needs, but leaves the overall planning and strategy to 
be developed by the Office of Telecommunications. So I think 
that we are well on our way towards consolidating that. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I'd say that's a big change from the 
last memo that I saw, which was some time in May. 
MR. TOLMAN: I would agree with you. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOORE: I would agree that that is at least 
moving in probably the direction, probably at a speed much 
quicker than many of us thought we'd see. I don't have any 
further questions. Does anyone else, 'cause I did promise to let 
people go at 1:00 o'clock. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: Okay, this is just a brief one. 
In a sense, communications broke down between the administration 
and us at some point regarding what policy is and what is 
appropriately administrative. And I think in this circumstance, 
we're on the same wave length. We're moving in the same 
direction. I suggest to you the implications of the kinds of 
things that you're seeking to accomplish, and that we're all 
seeking to accomplish, have policy implications that go far 
beyond just the efficiencies within departmer1ts, savings, and so 
forth. Those things are there, too, but along with that is the 
implication of bypass situation and how extensive we want to 
qo as a state. What is the ultimate role that will happen with 
the PUC and its regulation of some elements within this network 
if we do it one way versus another? Those are clearly policy 
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ASSEMBLYMAN FRIZZELLE: No. 
CHAIRWOMAN MOOHE: I do thank you for coming and I do 
thank you for your input. Certainly, this is onJy the beginning. 
One of the most important issues that we at a state level are 
facing is how we are going to manage our telecommunications 
needs. And I've asked the Speaker to look at creating a 
subcommittee of this committee that would enter into a continuous 
dialogue. I think that a subcommittee that wouJd relate to 
statewide telecommunications planning and policy is certainly 
appropriate at this time. 
I would again like to thank all of you for participating 
and I would like to thank the audience for coming. With that, 
the meeting is adjourned. 
* * * 
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